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PER CURI AM

In these consolidated appeals, Janes Allen Lindner seeks to
appeal the district court’s orders denying his notion filed under
28 U.S.C. A § 2255 (West Supp. 1999) and denying his application
for a certificate of appealability. W have reviewed the record
and the district court’s opinions and find no reversible error.
Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and di sm ss the

appeal s on the reasoning of the district court. See United States

v. Lindner, Nos. CR-97-308; CA-99-200 (WD.N.C. Nov. 8 & Dec. 10,
1999)." W also deny Lindner’'s notion to proceed on appeal in

forma pauperis. W dispense with oral argunent because the facts

and | egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials

before the court and argunent woul d not aid the deci si onal process.

DI SM SSED

Al though the district court’s order denying the § 2255
motion is narked as “filed” on Novenber 5, 1999, the district
court’s records show that it was entered on the docket sheet on
Novenber 8, 1999. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal
Rul es of GCivil Procedure, it is the date the order was entered on
t he docket sheet that we take as the effective date of the district
court’s deci sion. See WIlson v. Murray, 806 F.2d 1232, 1234-35
(4th Cr. 1986).




